
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PR/NEVllLE ~
DISTRICT .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a ~ewly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.' .

l.CUITent range, is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It .is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. ..

-.c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and is11"tvery beneticial to the community at large.

-.d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

~f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. ~he B~. lv'[..is managing public lands within_a federally designated reclamation
projectarea. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cmmot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran£e Vegetation Mana!2:ement' .

Print name: g /--t!.U-(' !-/ -e.( y J-' .

Address,
C1:.& pcp ~ c{$'<-( r/}I J1-eC//I("e- (!§I(
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE; Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004~BLM PRINEVILLE
.' ~c::;?-

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.CLment range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a.It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

.- - f. Current range has the best chance of creating a h~a1thyand diversified ecosystem that

.
prioritizes our current needs and vegetativeconcerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within 11federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
'project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

---

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.'.
- a. I do not support the RL.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

~i-f)1i 4;~
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Address, City, Zip: t.5o 511fw ¥ Ilr
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 200~.
::3

BLM PRINEVILLE ~
DISTRICT

.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Cl.)1Tentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a.It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. .

. - b. Current range isn't restricted like historic rangeto a conceptof tryingto recreate the
uncertaintiesof the past.

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn:Ptvery beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative ~oncerns.
- g. The B. 1. Moois managing public lands witl}i!lJiJ~derally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is'mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the .

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ,

Public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 2004

,€§!,fJBlM PRINEVILLE
y6~ t'

DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Cu-rrentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to iecreate the

uncertainties of the past. '

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and'before
is impossible and isri't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cun-ent needs and vegetative concerns.

--=--i~TheB. L. M.. is managing public land~ within a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I supP0l1 cun-ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know-if historic range is the best choice when ,it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary, ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current RangeVegetationManagement'.

Print name: -rl-ItJM"'f7. L ?'ld6f

Address, City, Zip: /75') ))li-'tJ('Jux.,? tJuJ~

Signed:~;vv~~",L ~4
rJ/~ "

Date: {-,,2-be.;

;~J':'



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED

JAN 14 200~
, :' //~\.

BLMPRINEV/LLE~'...5::JV
DISTRICT -

.
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NETd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Cl).ITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach becauseof it's built in flexibility.

\

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
.uncertaintiesof the past.

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn;t very beneticial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.. .

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns:
- g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately ovmed. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

----

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertaIn concept I do not support.
- a. I do nofsupport the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Ran2:e Vegetation Managerpenf.

Print name: /\/ e.Q- I
:5

'~.

Address,City,Zip: /2--7::>33> N'a ()Ch.({)cfD
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004 ~
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
. - a.It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
.

- c. The concept ofrecreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isntt very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

. prioritizes our current needs and vegetativeconcerns.
.

'- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands withi? a federa.llydesignated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamationareais mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation ManagemenL

Print name: 1:-0 i
1.1- ~rv\ ~',(fO

V' 5
Address.Ci;.Z~u~~,. ~SIgned: pl.! 4. ~ LQ.--

9775</
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:l~::



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 -@DBLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
,

Public CommentProcess

As.a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.CLmerit range i:sthe B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before,

is impossibleand isn"tvery beneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Currentrange works the best with our currentand futurevegetativeconditions. ,

- - f. Current range has the best chanceof creatinga healthyand diversitiedecosystem that
prioritizes 'our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key

- reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

-~---

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. . I do not support the B.1.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
'

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefeITed alternative to support;
'CuITent Ramre Velretation Management'.

Prilltllam;-]~-R(esa L S\er<3
'Address, CitY,Zip: LId-I :sW 5t~ pJOCtJ../-PYlP\QVLlllL ~
Sigl1e~1ii.f SU-~~ Date:~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Gomment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004@

BLM PRINEVILLE
.

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' CUITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-ed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons.. .'

.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cun-ent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn"t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. CUITentrange works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

'"f. CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our cun-ent needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public land~ within ilfederally designated reclamation.
project area. The land 'Yithin this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates pe()ple and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

.past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befor~?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses CallIO!bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access,. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Cun'ent Ran{!e Vegetation Management'.

Printname:. ))er;/J 15 /I)-e)5!ey .
.

Address, CityifiP:-:f:"S'£jJjf{&V~ Ie p£
Signed: ,,fk4~~~ -.' Date: /,.2 -,29-/23

I'
\~~;



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
. JAN I 42004 &J

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process
.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over <Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

~a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. ..

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isnPtvery beneiicial to the communityat large. -

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. -

- e. Current range works the best with our current mid future vegetative conditions.

. - f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversiiied ecosystem that
. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
\

- ~-- - g.The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under ,change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support:
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

.
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustitied by resllits that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

~mphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;.
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: a"AII/II -.5hv r1/
Address, City, Zip: 7'Alt &c B.,~tty lfl /l;~/r'1f"4'lLbf{t!177Sf/

.
. I

.. ..
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEI'VED
JAN14

2004€!i~
fi3L.M PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
- RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
.

Public Comment Process
.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
Iormulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. .'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and iSrTtvery 'beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

.
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future. .

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be,justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Managemenf.

Print name: [;ku ~ /!-..e. (-e.-I

.

Address, Ci~ Zif ?~(9!{ '?0( Pr>0 -{'tit/11"'"
(]} k

Signed: ~ k Date:/.2-,-I9',ev.3
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Bureau of Land Management'
A TT: Teal PUITington

.

3050 NE 3rd8t. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JM 14 200~0
BI..M PRINEVILLE

'DISTRICT
.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

J;>ublicComment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cunent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support' Cl1ITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

'

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
~b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftry'ing to recreate the

,.' uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
~;d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land~use

activities like agricultUre, multiple use and recreation. .
~e. CUlTentrange works the. best with OUICUITentand future vegetative conditions. .

- £ CUlTentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy anq diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubJic lands-within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This

.project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cunent range, it accommodatespeople and their actions the 'best. ' It
works better under change, the types of changes that'will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept i do riot s~pport.
~a. I do not support the B .L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ,
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.
~d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
~e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts-with multiple use. and de-

emphasizesagriculturai use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; .

~.CurrentRange Vegetation Management'. .

9. )66
Date.:



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdBt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

~:P~'N~~:4 ~
DISTRICT

.
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

.

J;ublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons. '

.

l.Cunent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
~b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftry'ing to recreate the

.' uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use.

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

"
__L ~ g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublIc lands within a federallydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for ,human development and OCCllpancy.That is another key
_reasonI support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur ,now andln the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot stfpport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re~create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d; Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Cun-ent Range Vegetation Management' . '

~"
"~

""""""~-

Print name:

cr Cf77@/
Date.:f --2-0 'i

/}~4-1JAddress~ City~ Zip:,.

Signed:



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUITington

.

3050 NE 3rd 81. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2D04~' h3
BLMPR/NEV/LLE:P;~ .

DISTRICT'
.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

.
.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. Itis the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITen'trange isn't restricted like historic range tQa concept o,ftrying to recreate the

"
uncertainties ofthe past.

'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-'d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultw::e,multiple use and recreation.

- e. CUITentrange works the, best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- £ CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better un.der chan..,ge,the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept i do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
.

'

-b. How do I know if historic range is the besf choice when it's never been used before?
"- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses ca.nnot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces 1?ublicaccess~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes' agricultural use.
.

-- -

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'. '

.. t .......L: L::I '-
\A.

Signed:

V\~ CJ\(
,

Date: \- L\--0:7



Bureau of Land Management:
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rd St. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

1;'ublic Comment Process

JAN 14 2004 ~
B1.M PRINEVillE' ~

,
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'CutTent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-ed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a, It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. CutTen'/:range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

", uncertainti~sof the past.
'-c. The concept of recreating veg~tation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossipleand isn't very beneficial to th~cO,mmunityat large. '

';"d. CUtTentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,

- e. CUtTentrange works the. best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cUtTent needs and vegetative concerns. '. '

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing-pubJk lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
'project area is meant for'human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better und~r change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not supportthe B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ,

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.
-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. " '

Print name:

Address, City, Zip.
"Signed:



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rd 81. '

Prineville, Or~gon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN142~04 ~,
'.

$
BLM PRINEVILLE ~ /;

DISTRICT ,

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '
)'ublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'Cuuent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cuuent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftTYing to recreate the

"
uncertainties of the past.

'-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large. '

-' d Cuuent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Cuuent range works the, best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cuuent range has the best cp.ance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g; The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
,project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of change.s that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ,
.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ullcertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
';-CurrentRange Vegetation Management'. .

Printname: .(e,(yvf S V'-i1d"-. .

:::~~~Q ~,rJj;v1'1k D~e~ v~~



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal PUITington '
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 142004

f!!!! ;)BlM PRINEVILLE. 0 (C>cp

DISTRICT
'RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

:rublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefeITed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOlmulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reason.s.'

.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftriing to recreate the

.' uncertainties of the past..
, .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultm:e, multiple use and recreation.

-e. Current range works the, best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- go'The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reClamation
project an;:a. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

. project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the. best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that:will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ',Sefforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past '

- b. HowdoI know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts ,with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes. agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-,CuITentRange Vegetation Management'. ~

Printname: Ponex \d I::: S i/'DYk...'
.

~:::~~~LbeA1 ~~D~e; lL~[o<i



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PutTington

.

3050 NE 3rdSt.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
.

~ublic Comment Process

JAN 1 4 20D

~'

BLM PRINEVILLE" E!:b1
DISTRICT .

As a concerned Central'Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
. RangeVegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .
for several reasons. .

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

.' uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multipleuse and recreation. . .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CutTent range has the best cha~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '.
- g. The B. 1. M..::is-managingpubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meant for'human development and OCCllpancy.That is another key.
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . .

-b. How do Iknow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. {Iistoric range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
. .

Print name:

Date.:



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

fublic Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAM1 4 200~~
BLM PRINEViLLE

0 {.C>6

DISTRICT.
.

Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the bestapproachbecauseofit's built in flexibility. .

-b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the
.' uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricul~e, multiple use and recreation. .

-e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ..
- g. The R- L. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This'
.project area is meant for' human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types ~f chap.ges that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforceme:nt will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces ]?ublicaccess, has built-in conflicts .with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

~~
Date.:



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

-

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004 ~
eLM PRINEVILL~ ~

DISTRICT .
RE: Upper Deschutes Resourqe Management Draft.

:public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
. . Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

f01:m.ulatedtechnique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range' .
for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built inflexIbility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

,.' uncertainties of the past. .-

- c. The concept of recreating vegetati(~)l1conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community 'at large.

.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other CUITentland-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. -

- e. Currerit range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy a.nd diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designatea-recilamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changestha(will occur now and in the future.

2. Histori'c range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B:L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choicewhen it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. - .
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces J?ublicaccess, has built-in confliCts'with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use. .
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
~-CuITent Range Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: "?C\ V\. \ ~ \J\.'~ N JJ
.

Address, City,Zip: ~() b".j, I

Sj~ed: ~~ 0. ~
c..~\~-er o\(. C1"1,3C\

Date.: ) - "'2.- 0 L\,



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Puuington '
3050 NE 3rdSt. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN14

20D~1V
B/..M PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
'RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process
.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cuuent
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons.
'

1.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cuuent range isn't restricted like historic range toa concept oftrJj.ng to recreate the

.' uncertaintiesof the past. .

'- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large. '

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

-e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .
"-g. The B.-L-:-M::is managing pubLiclands within a fecterally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a ne-Wand uncertain concept I do riot s~pport.
- a. I do not supportthe B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. ,

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncettain.
- e. Historic range reduces J?ublicaccess, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizesagricultural use.
. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-,CulTentRange Vegetation Management'..

Print name: 1ft I'lni' 4/; a U.lh/)

Address, City, Zip: ;; 11 3'
{(.o

'16" .

Sig~ed: rt(OItI~,
a~ /~. d~

Date,: j- 2- ~d ~

c;- -; 7Jy



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington.
3050 NE 3rdSt. '
Prineville, Oregon 97754

.

RECEIVED
.

JAN 1

.

4 2DD4~
BLMPRINEV/LLE ~

DISTRICT .
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

J;ublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept 6ftrying to recreate the

"
uncertainties of the past. .

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with.our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

".. g. The B. 1. Moois managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

.project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, ~e types--9fchanges that ":Villoccur now and in the future.

----

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been usecibefore?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcel!1~ntwill

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.. Historic range reduces public access~ has'built-in contlictswith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agriculturai use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
~.CuITentRange Vegetation Management' . "



RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

:public Comment Process '

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004~70
BLMPRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management..
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

1.Current range is the B.1.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
-a.It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.

'

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftr:Yingto recreate the
,,' uncertainties of the past. .

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
, is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multipleuse and recreation. .

-e. Curren~range works the. best with our current andfuture vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands withili a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
,project area is meant for' human development and occppancy. That is another key
reason. I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . '
.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

. be necessary.
.

:- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ullcertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access, has built-in contlictswith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizesagricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'.Current Range Vegetation Management' .'

~~~Print name: ,n' )\~ ..
.', -.

.

~~ress1t::~
.
a,.

' =;p; ;~...' . '~..
~'

(75J
Signed: IJJI'.'.',,'~ . {>

.- Date,: \ 2 O~.



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

-Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004(ff;ij)

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '
public Comment Process

elM PRINEVILLE
DISTRIOT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
,

Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. . . .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftry'ing to recreate the

"
uncertainties of the past.

. . .

.- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- --""g:-The B. 1. M.. is managing pubUc lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for'human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current tange, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the..future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
~a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . '

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in cont1ictswith multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.;.cuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

'

Printnam~Dl.:) ~ElS~
Ad~res~ziP:~~crSIgned: lC5Y\ -) ,

dO .~T\.j[) (')~ ( 701
Date,:~?--31-03



Bureau of Land Management'
A TT: Teal PUITington '
3050 NE 3rdSt. '
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

:P:'N~v:4Giiif)
DISTAICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '
:public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fomulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

'

- !

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

"
uncertaintie.s of the past. .

.- c. The concept qf recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

.

-' d. CUITentrange is the most Qompatible and consistent with other currept land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. , ,

'

- e; CUITentrange works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ,,'
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated recla.mation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actioJ;lsthe.'best. It
works better unde! change.1Jhetypes of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot s~pport.
-a: I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.' .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use. '

,

---~. -
-"-"-

~

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; . .

,-.Current Range Vegetation Management'.'

Printname: r;;:[ep1' .(5ral Ie. y'-;;?O ~.
Address, City ~Zip: T r

.! & ~- -
.

,..",,,": ?

Fe. 9779.
Date.: J 2- - .5 )-t:) 3'

/./ ..'./



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUITington

.

3050 NE 3rd St. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED.

JAN 1 4 2004" ~
BLMPRINEVILLE ~
'DISTRICT .RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

J;>ublicComment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons. '

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach becauseofit's built in flexibility. .

- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the

"
uncertaintie.s of the past.

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculmr,e, multiple use and recreation.

- e. CUITentrange works the, best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizesour current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. L. M.. is managingpubHclands-withina federally designatedreclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

.project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
'reason I support current range, it accommodates p~ople and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. ,

'

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choicewhen it's never been use4 before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. '

.-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces ]?ublicaccess, has built-in conflicts 'with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'..

PrUltname: ~~d.. ~()

Ad~SS'~
.

~~~'rlr;~~M;4i?P~
SIgned:

'.

.' . Date.: t4;/?- ) :03:.-
/,/



Bureau of Land Management'
A TT: Teal PUITington '
3050 NE 3rdSt. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004,~
BLM PRINEVillE ~

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft., '

public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
. Range Vegetation Managemenf. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITen!range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ofttiing to recreate the

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture,multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the, best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

-
_'_:::--nn. ~ - g. The B. 1. Moois managing pubUc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cucrent range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occ~ now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot StlPPOrt'
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ' '

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use4 before? ,

- c. Historicrange will be more expensiveto implement and more law enforcementwill
. be necessary.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agriculi}1ral use. "
'

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-,CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

,

Address~ City, Zip:
;'

Signed: ~~~

Print name: \IVA12L-1. SAA ( 4.C ,''L.,

fo box ~2-> 1~C1''''il-(J,

d~"e'f'e'~ .."'-~ c;:----

c)~ 9(02.tJ

Date.: I-?'~ C>'I



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

.RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004 c:;;;:;-;
71

' ,

BLMPRINEVILLE
.~DISTRICT, .

. .
RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

,

public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of \ Current
. Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

fOlmulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. .

1.Current ra,ngeis the B.1.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it' s built in flexibility.
- b. Currentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrjing to recreate the

"
'uncertaintie.s of the past. '

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before'
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,

- e. Current range works the. best with our' current and future vegetative conditions..
- £ ,Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '..
-,g.The B. 1. M.. is man~ng-pubHc lands within a federally designatedreclamation

project area. The land within this rec13.IIlationarea is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for,human development and occllpancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

, .

2. Historic range vegetation l!:).anagementis a new and uncertain concept I do riot st:1pport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'8 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t . '

- b. Howdo I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts-with multiple use. and de-.

emph~izes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'."

PrintDMle: ~fAH~ .. .

.

Ad~reSs, c~12>'f) N£ l:z
~n

Mh~ t ifL.- tf.7'1t!- I

'Signed: cr- ~ Date,:-/J.:- JrrJ'!;



. .
Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal PUITington'

,

3050 NE 3rdSt.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED. ,

.

JAN I 4 2004 (f!i;JiJ
BLM PRINEVILLE.

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manage11lent Draft. '
public Comment Process

.
'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' CUITent
Ra,nge Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CucrentRange' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. '

1.Cucrent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrylng to recreate the

,,' uncertaintiesof the past. .

. -c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very benefi.cial to th~ community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricul~e, multipleuse and recreation. ,

- e. Currentrange works the,best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. -,
- g. The B. 1. Moois managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This.
.project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.. - -

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.LM..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .,'

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ullcertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizesagricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'.

,--Current Range Vegetation Management'. "
I

Print name: -=Ijl/I..? r }):JI#CC-C ~ ,

Address~ City, Zip: /~')L( 11-e' j/,.~4fI?
/ ?

Signed: 7~'(~~~."

gJ,{;Ad?---~ 0 r

Date.: 1 'Liz //c):s



:Bureauof Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVE~iV
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVilLE.
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B,L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOTIn.ulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. '

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed! 50 years ago and before
isimpossible,and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

'

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.. ,

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:Iceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. '

) ~. . g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated redamation :

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the .best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that wilJ occur.now and in the future.. -

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new an<;luncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it.'s never been used befo,:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi 11

be necessary.' .

~d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e.' Historicrange reducespublic access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse.and de-
. emphasizes agricultural use.

.

Please'amend the preferred alternative to support;

. Kf..
'current:::: Vegetation Management'.

.
Pnnt name: , . 114 ~ye,::> . /).
AddreSS'~

.

Zi .~dtiJ ::t,{'j?J';<L LJ fFraaJ,l/e~
I

Signed: .' IA:A.
'

Date: /o/~/{J?
. ~

""



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregonc 97754

RECEIVED ~
JAN 1 4 2004 ~
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.,
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

, formulatedtechniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M. 's present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. '
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat Jarge.
'

,

-d.Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture,multipleuse and recreation.

'

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizesour currentneeds ~d vegetativeconcerns.
.

'i - g.The B. L. M.. is managingpublic landswithin a federally designatedreclamation
project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
'

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: R(j >".f:' /Jrtl' 1.'\/)1

Address. City~Zip: :5C; :.29 5:'; E.., f/PI6- .f/ / Ie;.
. .

Signed: ~? n,~1'"L Date: l~ ~,-z..i r- 0 Y

\.
'"



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

R'ECEIVED
'

JAN 1 4 2004 (fi~0
eLM PRINEVILlE

DISTRICT.
'

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '
:public Comment Process.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOlmulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

"

~-~
-

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
. a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
. b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftry'ing to recreate the

"
uncertainties of the past.

. c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large. '

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other cun-ent land-use
, activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. CUlTentrange works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
...£ CUlTentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area.' The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that':will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ,
'

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

, be necessary.

"
d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceliaill.

- e. Bistoric range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts 'with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agricultural use. '

,

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'-Current Range Vegetation Management'. .

Print name: ~~\\{t, ~I'.+-\. ,

Address, City, Zip: J ~(-5 Sf 'G{'c ~r L~/l)

Sig~ed:
. ~ ~Vt;"

pr('vuL-\J:'\\~ O\L Ctt?~(

Date:.-1- Go' -£~LL'\ ,



Bureau of L~nd Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

~j.J
BLM PAINEVlUJ:

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.' .

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method ofvegetat!on management.
- a. It is the best approachbecauseof it's built in flexibility. .
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

. d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.,
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands withiIlilJede~ally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
~ a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertai nties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befoJ;e?
-c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ,
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:
"V

r\.t~ U\~b \ c.'r\eI\SOlJ
Address.

~.Zi~;.~~ ~I ;-
u:J.5 '"

~ S~.'

I 2..[~ fo~Signed: V~LVL J./' 1MDfJ . Date:
- -I I

""



,

Bureau of Land Management
A1\: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft. . .

JlteCEIVED ~
. JAN 142004 V

b PfUNEVlLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized re'creation on BlM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim poli<?ygreatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BlM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. '

I
.

The aggressive vegetation management in All. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the ~adlands and feel that providing no '

motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and,the Lapine area is a, m,istake. There is use occurring In those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents. '

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sal,es of OHV
equipment Hsted at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not'
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land. ,'.

.
I~ .\ f\ ,\ ...~.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and fur a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel tRe management will fail and
ultimat~ly our use will suffer further restrictions. '

.

Print Name~ nnLQ :! TJaml1...s.)p_n

---..

fI"
'~~f,:.,

Address ~13.1o Pl1r t-~~{(

'QYlff)Ji ~ :tl~~~~/\

9170 d..
.

Signed

" .'. .;
; ",",~'"

. a;:



,

Bureau of Land Management
ATf: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

. ~
iRECEIVE~

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

JAN 1 4 2004

8J.M PRINEVlIJ.E
DISTRICT

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorizeC(lrecreation on, BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the use'rs as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
propose,d.

The ~ggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trai,l system.. . .

We'do not support the closl,lre of the ~adlands and feel that providing no '

motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the lapine area is a

" mistake. There is use occurring In those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for fhe Lapine and Prineville residents. '

, ,-

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on-BLM land, "

"'"

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and fur a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and

.
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Prin'tName G 4 Y E' /) ~ /oj /1 /)
.

gAl? IV E 5 ..
Addres

.

s:i~?1&c /Z/.
Signed ~~

.......

-~f.~~':..

I-, ,;
. ',I',

of' ':

''':'''i>''.



@)
RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATI: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSf
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

8LM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft.
,

As a concerned citJz:enand recreationist Jwould like to be on record as
sUpportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy wi/)be implemented, This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

-
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing nO
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
usego? Especiallyforthe Lapineand Prineville residents.

.

Our use Is increasing approximately 20-%annually with sales of OHV. -equipment listed at $18 billion annuadly - -the increasing use is not
reflected jn the severe limitations to OHV u,se on BlM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of.
-the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By

.

micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several
different uses. in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

PrjntName-:Ji DY u..J a..,G!:Lt

Address--L5 4 0 .s c. (' Dct~. PL...

Signed~J {A~.bt

g,8'-l
~

OP..E. 9'77DL



RECEIVED ~
Bureau of Land Management

ATT:Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSf
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 14 2004

BLM PRINEVILlE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would Hketo be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in Central Oregon. .

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affeCtsour sport and the users as there are no assurances BlM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. '

The aggressive vegetation managem$nt in Alt. 7 of the Junfper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trait system.. .

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no '

motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents. '

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

-

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated traH system that wiIIsucceed. By
micromanaging .your areas and attempting to put,trails out for several
different uses' in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name If-U/It-f /tJ/IJk/- ..
Address' a ," , ~b/fC6- 6etltfJ, &-I!- '917 0 ~

Signed



Bureau of Land Management
ATI: Teal Purrington.
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

RECEIVED @
.

JAN 1 4 2004

SW PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BlM willever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. ..

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the ~adlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prinevil1eReservoir and the Lapine area is a

.

mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annuaJly:-=~theincreasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

,",'

",:...

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and fur a designated trail system that will succeed. .By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put. trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management wi!! fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

PrintName-j? 0 of ~ ..S'<-.e.. .

Addr~ss

Stl ~1A1
~,JqC{ /

} ~I
0 R q 776 (

Signed~ ~.. ~

---..
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
Arr: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3n:iSt
Prineville. Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVIlLE
DISTRIOT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citjzen and recreationist i would like to b$ on r$cord as
supportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interimpolicy will be Implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will eVer
have the. resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. .

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impacta proposed traHsystem.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorizedopportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, Where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use is increasing approximately20% annually with sales of OHV
equIpment fisted at $1a billionannually.- the increasing use is not

-) ::::== :reflected in the severe limitations,to OHV use on BlM land. '

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
tha land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to puUrails out for-severar
differentuses in the sarneareas we feel the management will fail and
ultimatelyour use will suffer further restrifions.

Print Name. 5 €a..fV\ )1} e0tAJ\( r
~.

.

Addres$ ''1 t.j cr AJ F. ~D Yt ~C\ Cj) \Ay't

'~ \M~~Signed.

@



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3n:tSf
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT

As a concerned citizen and recreatipnist Iwould like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BlM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the ~adlandsand feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annuaHy with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasinguse is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

--- -

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for ~ desigr::'lated trail system that wi II succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to puUrails out for several
different uses' in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restriotions.

Print Name ~~I'QII)t: LfouV\
~

Address G tO~ [ -gop ~ lV\ -"&d
J

C>!l cr77{)~

Signed tQ, ~ zt''''{f



RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004 ~ElU1 PRINEVIllE 6q D

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizell and recreationist Iwould like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact e,proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the ~ad'ands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in,those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville resi,dents. '

'-'..-

Our Use is increasrng approximately 20%-annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

'Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of.
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name lADY j/) {}1-/G(r2C .H

5~ E ()YGc/C<:/L A. ~~/ fJceuE[( /!;Ct- 7'~,

22.,

'''','

Address I



Bureau of Land Management
AIT: Teal Purrington
30$0 NE std St

.

Prineville) Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004 @
SUA PRINEVI\.:I.E

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM land~ in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. '

The aggressive vegetation management in AIL 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

.

~~--
,i-Our

use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for-the bes-ruse of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to puUraiis out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name DQ I'\.u... PC) sh«'
..cL

~::: 0: ~Udi:L~1
J3e'/1J~.A... , () I<.

"

7'1?()j
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Bureau of land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington .

3050 NE 3rd St
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECE.\VE.O

J~~ 1 4: ~GM

B\l'II
flR\NE'J\u.E

O\STR\C1

@V

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in C~ntral Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim pDlicy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BlM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management. in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the ~adlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

~---
-- -. -

Please adopt a more flexible road tratl density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name :)c.6tf 1). /7 ~J/~.n"71. ~

Address C/?{,'g L.I)&~~/~ Dtt

Signed ?-H ?J;P:!/~~



RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004 @§)
BW PRINEVILLE

DISTRIcT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

. As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record .as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management .inAll. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail systen:.

We do not support the closure of the ~adlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that.
use go? Especiallyfor the Lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use is increasing a~r-oximately 20% .annually with sales of-OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Address

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will. succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put. trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

/" D V.
Print Name L-?a vi I" Oc< LA J

&l6;;/ J6<o/LJYJ 1-..//\
Ir '

Signed 4",,?, ~ ~
13-~)



RECEIVED @D
Bureau of land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVlIJ.E
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschwtes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects OUfsport and the users as there are no assurances BlM will ever
have the reSOUfcesto put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
. woodlandswill negatively impact a proposedtrail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especiallyfor the lapine and Prineville residents.

.

-- -

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow forthe best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions, .

('
Print Name ::r e...Cl.r'\ fY) KrL-n L.I ~ j

Address(p r l2[p8 WDod F\ l ~ -e r'D t. ':se I')d
(I~. ./Y) c

r c; ') ?Q},



RECEIVED (ffJ
Bureau of Land Management -

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rt! St
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVI~
DISTRICT

RE: Upper De$chutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and reoreationlst I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in Centra! Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy wi" be implemented. Ttlis interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever.
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. .

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use ISincreas,ingapproximately20% annuallywith sales of OHV ~

equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasinguse is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM fand.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
- the land and for a designated trail system that willsucCeed. By

micromanaging your areas and attempting to puUiaifs out for several
qifferent uses. in the same areas we fee! the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name-;::S-.QJJ\ ~\ \v- S~ r '(
V'A ~""~v~

~~d-U T ~';. ~d ~~I)CJI
I

Signed

AddreSs



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt
Ptineville, Oregon97754

RECE\VED
JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PRINEVlJJ.E
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist Jwould like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands wi!! negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the ~adlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
usego? Especially for the lapine and Prineville residents. '

Our use is incraas.i!1g~pproximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 bjllionannually - the increasing use is not
refleoted in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.traHs out for several
different uses. in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name 'fA e4 I~'i' I\; C{ e.J
...

Addrs

.

s
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;-: 4#- 5ma:d
Signed , Yt W,,,duU
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATI: Teal Purrington.
3050 NE 31dSf
PrineviUe, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqemant Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreatJon!st Iwould like to be on reoord a$
Slipportive of motorized recreation on BlM lands in GentralOregon.

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim polioy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. . .

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will l1egatively impact a proposed trail system.

W&do not support the closure of the ~adlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the lapine area is a
mtstake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? 'Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use1js increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment Usted at $1 a bi!lion annually - the increasing use is not
refleoted jn the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

Please adopt a more flexibleroad trait density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that wit! succeed. By
mioromanaging your areas and attempting to puUraiis out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the manageme'ntwill fail and
ultimatetyour use will suffer further restrictions.

PrintName1£JAA-l. '! oUJJC-

Address 5""/e; >~- 4{~ ;;-

Signed l1~ ~
~J( of?-
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RE: Upl'l:ipeschUtes Resource Manaqement Draft
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"J.AN l' 42004
,

.BLMPRINEVI,LLE '
DISTRICT

I.

'I

.'"
"

,
As a concerned citizen alid recreatlohist I would like to be on record as

SUPlJortlve ,of motorized recrsatlo~ on I3Lr0 lands In Central Ore'gon. '

The preferred alternative aLM Is tJroposihg does hot adequately reflect
how aH,lnterlhl policy Will,be Implemented! :This Interim policy greatly
affects bUr sport atid thaussfsE:ls there ara ho assurances I3lMwill ever
have the resOUrces td put to~etHef a designatsd trail system In the areas
ptoposed. ':, ",:, .'

, ",
,

"

,

. .
The aggressive vegetation management In All. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands Will Hegatlvaly Iml='act S jjroposed trail system.

. We do not SUpport the closute of the l3adlands and feel that providing ho
motorized dpportUnlties at Prineville F{esetVolr and the Lapine ares is a
mistake. thal's Is Use occurring Iti those areas cLJtrentlYi where will that
Use go? Especially fodhe Lapine and Prlnevilla residents.

Our use Is increasing approximately 20% annually with sal~s-oLOHV
equipmeht listed at $18 billion annually - the Increasing Use Is not -

reflected ih th,s savers limitations to oHV Use on eLM land.,
.

'
.,

Please adopt a mote flexibla road trail density to allow for the best use of
the1ahd ahd for a desighated trail system that will succeed. By
rnlcromanagltlg yoUr areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different usas In the same areas we feel the management will fall and
ultimately bUr Use will suffer furthet restrictions.

PrintNarne .'(f~;e,~
Y '~kv~ A).~ JI'

Address ~OGr4 AhZ- vif,Jh Df{ ;J-.t.-~cf
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Bureau of Lan~ Mahagam~rt
,ATT: Teal Pl1rnJ1gtoni':i>:{<;i;;/:~"';:' '.
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

. BLM PRINEVI.u.e

DISTRICT
'..

','f :. I.

As a concerned citizen and recreafionisf I would like to be on record as
slJpportive of motorized recreation on BLMlands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
havethe resourcesto put together a designatedtrail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. Th(3re is use occurring In those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is incn~aslAgapproximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment IiBted at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations toOHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately OliJUse will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name .~ Len-t"'2.

Address~321 Sf.: 2l{-Ih
<2H't,;ShafYI

Signed~ tel L~
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, ~ ;.' . : RECEIVED .@

JAN 1 4 2004

..., ..

Bureau of LEtnd Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd st
Prineville, Or~gon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes ResQurce Manaqement Draft

BLM PRINEVlIJ.E
DISTRICT

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

. -

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
. how an interim policy will be Implemented: This interim policy greatly

affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas

.
proposed. ."'" """'"

. ,
'.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
Use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV Use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By

.

micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses Iii the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name~0¥Y"'\(U':>
.

'~"\-k.'-'\. . ,
Address \.os "6~
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0~ ffio.&,C>h O\<.. Ocil'\ \
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